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Many hands helped with this report. We are indebted first of all to the advisory committee for their 
counsel on needed indicators; we added several new indicators in response to their suggestions. 
We are also grateful to those who reviewed early drafts of this report under very short timelines, 
and whose corrections and insights greatly improved the final report. Rita Conrad of the Oregon 
Department of Education Office of Child Care and Duncan Wyse of the Oregon Business Council – both 
former directors of the Oregon Progress Board – provided particularly insightful comments about 
the framing of the report and ways to avoid misinterpretation of the indicators. Sheila Martin of the 
Institute of Portland Metropolitan Studies and Jason Jurjevich of the Population Research Center, 
both at Portland State University, provided very careful reviews of the early draft and helped us to 
clarify ambiguities and correct errors in the report. Rita and Sheila, as project manager and steering 
committee member respectively of the Greater Portland Pulse project report, also drew on insights 
from the GPP project to help shape the TOP Indicators report. Beth Emshoff of Oregon State University, 
Mike Hibbard of the University of Oregon and Ethan Seltzer of Portland State University all pushed 
us hard to add new contextual material and sharpen the focus for potential readers. John Antle, 
Bill Jaeger and JunJie Wu of Oregon State University provided helpful suggestions about the section 
on the environment. We were not always able to follow the suggestions of reviewers, because we 
sometimes faced conflicting recommendations. We are grateful for the comments and counsel of all 
these reviewers and look forward to their continued involvement as the TOP Indicators effort evolves. 
In future years, additional indicators will be added to the TOP Indicators report and website. Decisions 
about which indicators to add will be made in consultation with the project advisory committee.
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IntroductIon
In 1989, Oregon embarked on a novel experiment to track the progress of the state toward a set of eco-nomic, social and environmental goals embodied in 
the state strategic plan Oregon Shines. The task of track-
ing a set of indicators to measure progress was assigned 
to a new state entity: the Oregon Progress Board. For 
two decades, the Progress Board measured the state’s 
progress using a set of social, economic and environ-
mental indicators. After the 2009 report was completed, 
however, the state decided not to continue funding the 
Progress Board and discontinued the tracking of state 
and county indicators.
This past spring, the Oregon Community Foundation 
began a partnership with Oregon State University’s Ru-
ral Studies Program on the Tracking Oregon’s Progress 
(or TOP) Indicators Project. This project builds upon the 
discontinued Oregon Progress Board Benchmarks data 
collection and reporting, and upon the ongoing Greater 
Portland Pulse indicators effort in the Portland metropol-
itan area. (See Appendix A for a review of the Benchmarks 
and Greater Portland Pulse projects.) The project in-
volves two related components: (1) TOP Indicators online 
(http://oe.oregonexplorer.info/rural/CommunitiesRe-
porter/top_indicators.aspx) that tracks changes in 88 
indicators (TOP Indicators) for the state of Oregon and all 
36 counties since 1990 (when data are available); and (2) 
this 2014 TOP Indicators Report. 
The TOP Indicators online component capitalizes upon 
OSU Rural Studies Program’s existing Communities Re-
porter Tool of the Rural Communities Explorer (an online 
data repository and reporting tool supported by the Ford 
Family Foundation). In addition to providing web access 
to the state data, the web portal allows users to access 
the county-level indicator data to produce state- and 
county-level reports on all the indicators or on specific in-
dicators, and allows comparisons between counties, with 
the state, and with all metropolitan and/or nonmetro-
politan counties. There are significant differences among 
counties and between metropolitan and nonmetropoli-
tan areas on many indicators.
The indicators focus on three domains: a Healthy Econ-
omy, Healthy People and Communities, and a Healthy 
Environment. The Healthy Economy indicators cover top-
ics related to the economy and education; the Healthy 
People and Communities indicators cover topics related 
to civic engagement, health, safety, and housing; and the 
Healthy Environment indicators pertain to the built envi-
ronment and natural environment. A healthy economy is, 
of course, linked to and interdependent with healthy peo-
ple and communities and a healthy environment. Many 
of the indicators could have easily been placed in, more 
than one domain. Education, for example, supports both 
a healthy economy and healthy people and communities. 
And timber harvest affects both economic and envi-
ronmental health. For these indicators and others, we 
followed the Oregon Progress Board structure to place 
indicators into domains.
Some of the indicators provide more recent data on Or-
egon Benchmarks reported by the Progress Board. New 
indicators are also included, in part because new data 
are available and in part to align with the Governor’s re-
cently established 10-Year Plan indicators. A list of the 
88 TOP Indicators is in Appendix B.
This 2014 report is a report to the people of Oregon. It 
identifies trends in the state that suggest both progress 
toward prosperity as well as issues that may be a source of 
future barriers and concerns. Like those who led previous 
indicator efforts, we hope that the report and website will 
be used by policymakers, government analysts, the press, 
business and civic leaders and the civically-engaged pop-
ulation to better understand the current social, economic, 
and environmental condition of the state. 
For the sake of brevity, this report does not include a dis-
cussion of all 88 TOP Indicators. Some indicators have only 
been collected in recent years and thus trends are not 
evident. In other cases, the report includes one or more 
representative indicators for a given topic. (Some indica-
tors are placed in one domain on the website and another 
domain in the report to improve the flow of the report. For 
example, housing cost burden is included in the discussion 
of economic hardship in the economy section of the report 
rather than in the community section, and education is 
included in the section on people rather than in the dis-
cussion of the economy.) Data on all 88 TOP Indicators for 
the state and counties are available online. Visit the TOP 
Indicator website to access the indicators via the online 
data portal (http://oe.oregonexplorer.info/rural/Commu-
nitiesReporter/top_indicators.aspx).
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Over many decades, population and jobs have grown faster in Oregon than 
in the nation.   
The fundamental economic health indicators in the economy are popula-
tion, jobs and earnings. Jobs and earnings in turn are linked to labor force 
participation and unemployment. Certain segments of the population are or 
have been economically vulnerable and are thus of particular interest.
Since the population and number of jobs in Oregon have grown faster than the 
national average, Oregon’s share of the nation’s population and jobs has increased 
slightly.
Population growth is often used as an indicator of economic vigor. The pop-
ulation of Oregon has grown steadily from just over 2 million people in 1969 
to over 3.8 million people in 2011. Since population growth in Oregon has 
been faster than the nation’s, Oregon’s share of the nation’s population has 
increased from 1.15 percent in 1990, to 1.24 percent in 2011. See Figure 1.
Job growth is often seen as the other fundamental indicator of economic 
vitality. The number of full- and part-time jobs in Oregon has grown from 
around 920,000 to over 2.2 million between 1969 and 2011. This growth 
has not been steady, however, with much greater job growth in the 1990s 
than in the 2000s: in the 1990s, jobs grew at an average rate of 2.9 percent 
a year (from 1.6 million to 2.1 million jobs); in the 2000s, jobs grew at an 
average rate of 0.5 percent per year (from 2.1 million to 2.2 million).
Because job growth in Oregon during this period was faster than the na-
tion’s, Oregon’s share of the nation’s jobs grew from 1.18 percent in 1990 
to 1.25 percent in 2011. Further, the rate of relative job growth has also 
been greater than the rate of relative population growth, indicating that 
Oregon’s share of jobs has increased more than its share of population. See 
Figure 2.
Per capita income has dropped in Oregon since 2000 relative to the nation.
Per capita income (total income divided by population) is a key measure 
of a healthy economy because it provides an indicator of the average in-
come that is available to support each person. Places with higher per capita 
incomes have more resources for public and private goods and services. 
Oregon per capita income has been dropping relative to the nation as a 
whole since 1980. In the late 1970s, Oregon’s per capita income was above 
the national average. Since 1980, however, per capita income has dropped 
below the national average. In 1990, it stood at 92.5 percent; in 2000, it was 
94.8 percent; but in 2010, it dropped to 89.2 percent. See Figure 3.
Economy
oregon has grown, but inequality has increased 
and some are worse off.
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Figure 1: Oregon Population as a Percent of 
the United States Total, 1990-2011. Source: 
US Bureau of Economic Analysis
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Figure 3: Oregon Per Capita Personal Income 
as a Percent of the U.S. Average, 1990-2011. 
Source: US Bureau of Economic Analysis
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Figure 2: Oregon Employment as a Per-
cent of the United States Total, 1990-2011. 
Source: US Bureau of Economic Analysis
Tracking Oregon’s Progress4
Since 1990, the population has become 
more racially and ethnically diverse with 
Hispanics almost tripling as a share of the 
state’s population. 
The racial and ethnic composition of 
Oregon’s population has also seen a dra-
matic shift since 1990. In 1990, over 90 
percent of Oregonians were white and 
non-Hispanic. In 2007-11, this share had 
dropped to just under 79 percent. Due 
to migration and higher birth rates, the 
Hispanic population has grown from just 
under 4 percent to almost 12 percent of 
the total population in this interval, as 
illustrated in Figure 4. In this and sub-
sequent figures, the population shares 
by race are not strictly comparable be-
tween 1990 and the later periods. In 
1990, the Census Bureau instructed in-
dividuals to identify as one race only. In 
2000 and afterward, individuals were 
allowed to identify as more than one 
race. Therefore, in 2000 and after, all 
categories are monoracial (e.g., White 
only, African-American only) except His-
panic and Multiracial. Hispanics are an 
ethnic group who can be of any race. The 
categories are mutually exclusive and 
sum to 100 percent of the population. 
In addition, in this and some subsequent 
figures, the most recent data point is 
for a combined multi-year period (e.g., 
2007-2011). The 1990 and 2000 long-
form censuses collected information on 
selected household social and economic 
characteristics, such as labor force par-
ticipation and unemployment status. 
The 2010 census did not gather as much 
information and therefore these data 
are now collected using a smaller annual 
household sample survey (the American 
Community Survey). At the county level, 
the small samples must be averaged 
over 5 years to be reliable. Because the 
county-level TOP Indicators on the TOP 
Indicators website are 5-year averages, 
for consistency’s sake, this report utilizes 
the 5-year average for the state as well.
Labor force participation has increased for 
some racial and ethnic populations and de-
clined for others in Oregon since 2000.
The labor force participation rate mea-
sures the percent of the population 16 
years of age or older that is in the civilian 
labor force (that is, who are available for 
work and either are working or seeking 
work). Labor force participation rates 
indicate what share of the adult popula-
tion is in the labor force; these rates do 
not tell anything about whether those 
in the labor force have jobs or whether 
those with jobs are working full- or part-
time. In both 1990 and 2000, 64 percent 
of the overall population age 16 or more 
was in the labor force. See Figure 5.
People enter and leave the labor force 
for many reasons. Some enter the labor 
force after they finish their education or 
recover from an injury. Others enter be-
cause they need a job due to a change 
in family economic circumstances or a 
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Figure 4: Oregon Population by Race and Ethnicity (Percent), 1990-2011. *Asian in 1990 includes Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander. Source: 
US Bureau of the Census, Decennial Census & American Community Survey
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family disruption. People leave the la-
bor force for many different reasons as 
well. Some leave the labor force upon 
retirement, or when the family eco-
nomic situation improves so that they 
no longer need to work. Others leave 
the labor force in discouragement af-
ter a long, unsuccessful job search or 
during an economic downturn when 
employers are not hiring, or with the 
arrival of a child or to take care of a 
parent or family member with a long-
term illness. Thus, it is often difficult to 
predict what effect an economic down-
turn or upswing will have on labor 
force participation.
As illustrated in Figure 5, labor force 
participation varies by race and ethnic-
ity. In 2000, African-Americans had the 
lowest rates of labor force participation 
(63.2 percent), while Native Hawaiians/
Pacific Islanders had the highest (76.5 
percent). During the recession, labor 
force participation declined for Whites, 
American Indians/Native Alaskans and 
Native Hawaiians/Pacific Islanders, 
and increased for those who identified 
as Hispanic, Other, and Asian. In the 
most recent period, Whites had a rate 
of 62.9 percent while Hispanics had a 
rate of 73.5 percent. 
Labor market conditions have 
deteriorated in Oregon: the 
unemployment rate in Oregon has 
risen since 1990, especially for 
Oregonians of color, and average 
wages per job have been stagnant 
since 2000.
The unemployment rate (the per-
cent of the civilian labor force that is 
not working and is actively seeking 
employment) is one of the most com-
mon economic indicators relating to 
the health of an economy. This rate 
can increase because the number of 
people seeking work increases and/
or because the number of people out 
of work increases. This indicator has 
tended to be cyclical, falling during ex-
pansions and rising during recessions. 
The unemployment rate, however, 
may not decline during an expansion 
if the number of people seeking work 
increases faster than the number of 
jobs. Likewise, the unemployment rate 
may fall during an extended recession 
as people discouraged about finding a 
job stop looking for work. 
The overall trend in Oregon showed 
a rising rate of unemployment since 
1990, from a 6.2 percent unemploy-
ment rate in 1990 to a 6.5 percent rate 
in 2000. The rate has grown over 50 
percent since 2000, to 9.8 percent in 
the most recent periods, reflecting the 
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Figure 5: Oregon Labor Force Participation by Race/Ethnicity (Percent), 1990-2011. Source: US Bureau of the Census, Decennial Census & Amer-
ican Community Survey
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Figure 6: Oregon Unemployment Rates, 
1990-2011. Source: US Bureau of the Census, 
Decennial Census & American Community Survey
Tracking Oregon’s Progress6
lingering effects of the Great Recession 
in Oregon. See Figure 6.
Overall indicators of Oregon’s eco-
nomic health can mask significant 
differences between certain subgroups 
of Oregonians. For example, unem-
ployment varies markedly by race and 
ethnicity. In 2000, the Asian population 
had the lowest unemployment rate 
among all race/ethnic groups (5.7 per-
cent), followed by Whites (5.9 percent), 
and Hispanics (6.4 percent). The highest 
unemployment rates in 2000 were found 
among those who identified as Multira-
cial (17.2 percent), African-Americans 
(12.6 percent), and American Indian/Na-
tive Alaskans (12.3 percent). See Figure 7.
The recession increased unemployment 
rates for all racial/ethnic groups except 
for non-Hispanic Multiracial, and other 
populations (whose rates declined). Be-
tween 2000 and the 2007–11 period, 
unemployment rates increased most 
for Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders 
(from 11.6 percent to 16.0 percent) and 
for  Hispanics (from 6.4 percent to 9.7 
percent). Whites and American Indians/
Native Alaskans had similar increases in 
unemployment (approximately 2.4 per-
centage points), but unemployment was 
far more prevalent among American 
Indians/Native Alaskans than Whites 
at both time points. African-American 
and Asian Oregonians actually saw the 
smallest increases in unemployment 
between 2000 and 2007–11, but Afri-
can-American unemployment was high 
at both time points, and more than twice 
that of Asians. Despite these changes to 
unemployment across racial and eth-
nic groups, the groups with the lowest 
unemployment remained unchanged 
across the two decades. Asians and 
Whites had the lowest unemployment 
rates in 2000 and on average in 2007–
11. However, American Indians/Native 
Alaskans and Native Hawaiians/Pacific 
Islanders lost ground during this period, 
moving to having the highest unemploy-
ment rates in 2007–11. See Figure 7.
Average annual wages per job in Oregon have 
been stagnant since 2000.
Average annual wages per job in Ore-
gon rose during years of robust growth 
between 1990 and 2000, but have stag-
nated since 2000 at just under $40,000 
(in 2006 dollars). See Figure 8.
In part due to worsening labor    
market conditions, income inequality 
has increased, minority incomes have 
declined relatively, and poverty and 
the housing cost burden have grown.
Income inequality has increased in Ore-
gon since 1990, though not as much as 
in the nation. 
A commonly used measure of income 
inequality is the Gini Index. When all 
households have equal incomes, the 
Gini Index is 0. When one household 
has all the income, the Gini Index is 1. 
The higher the Gini Index, the great-
er the inequality. The Gini Index for 
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Figure 7: Oregon Unemployment Rates by Race/Ethnicity (Percent), 1990-2011. Source: US Bureau of the Census, Decennial Census & American 
Community Survey
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Figure 8: Oregon Average Wages Per Job 
(2006 Dollars), 1990-2011. Source: US Bureau 
of Economic Analysis
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Figure 9: Oregon Gini Index, 1990-2010. 
Source: US Bureau of the Census, Decennial Cen-
sus & American Community Survey
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households has been rising in Oregon 
and the U.S. since 1990. As illustrated 
in Figure 9, Oregon’s Gini Index rose 
from .431 in 1990 to .438 in 2000 and 
.449 in 2010. This trend indicates that 
higher-income households are receiv-
ing an increasing share of Oregon’s 
income. The level of income inequality 
is greater in the U.S. than it is in Ore-
gon, but inequality is rising at a slightly 
higher rate in Oregon than in the U.S. 
See Figure 9. 
The average income of minorities has de-
clined relative to incomes for Whites. 
To examine racial equity, the TOP 
Indicators include a measure of mi-
nority per capita income as a percent 
of per capita income of the White 
(non-Hispanic) population. In 2000, 
per capita income for minorities (ra-
cial minorities and Hispanics) was 
71.0 percent of per capita income for 
whites. In 2010, it was 66.7 percent. 
See Figure 10.
Poverty in Oregon has been on the rise, 
especially for children.
The TOP Indicators include two indi-
cators of poverty: the overall poverty 
rate and the child poverty rate. The 
poverty rate is defined as the percent 
of individuals whose family income 
falls below the poverty threshold for 
their family size. The child poverty 
rate is the percent of children under 
18 whose family incomes fall below 
the poverty threshold. The poverty 
threshold in 2011 for a family of two 
adults and two children was approxi-
mately $23,000.
Oregon’s poverty rate declined from 
12.4 percent in the 1990 Census to 
11.6 percent in the 2000 Census. 
However, the rate has been steadily 
increasing since then, reaching 14.8 
percent in 2011. 
The child poverty rate in Oregon, 
which is higher than the overall pov-
erty rate, was 15.8 percent in 1990. As 
with overall poverty, child poverty de-
creased in the 1990s to 14.7 percent 
in 2000, and then increased in the 
2000s, reaching 19.6 percent in 2011. 
See Figure 11.
The housing cost burden in Oregon has in-
creased substantially since 1990.
For many households, housing costs 
are a significant and increasing portion 
of the household budget. Households 
are considered “cost burdened” by 
housing costs if they spend 30 percent 
or more of gross household income on 
their rent or mortgage. According to 
this indicator, 26.4 percent of Oregon 
households were “housing cost bur-
dened” in 1990. By 2000, this share 
had risen to 31.2 percent. By 2007–11, 
this share had risen to 40.4 percent, 
indicating that for 2 out of 5 Oregon 
households, housing costs consumed 
30 percent or more of their household 
budget. See Figure 12.
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Figure 10: Oregon Minority Per Capita In-
come as a Percent of White Per Capita 
Income, 1990-2010. Source: US Bureau of the 
Census, Decennial Census & American Commu-
nity Survey
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Figure 12: Share of Oregon Households that 
are “Housing Cost Burdened,” 1990-2011. 
Source: US Bureau of the Census, Decennial Cen-
sus & American Community Survey1990 2000 2011
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Figure 11: Poverty and Child Poverty Rates 
in Oregon (Percent), 1990-2011. Source: US 
Bureau of the Census, Decennial Census & Amer-
ican Community Survey
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Oregonians have increased their educational attainment overall, but some 
groups have faced obstacles to achieving more education.
A better-educated population supports a more productive workforce, which can 
foster business expansion, higher earnings, and job growth. We examine two 
indicators of educational participation and attainment: the high school cohort 
graduation rate (the number of students who graduated from high school in a 
given year divided by the number who enrolled in high school 5 years earlier) and 
the shares of the population 25 years of age or older who achieved different levels 
of education. 
High school graduation rates have increased for all racial/ethnic groups and for the eco-
nomically disadvantaged, but large disparities have been persistent.
As illustrated in Figure 13, overall high school graduation rates increased in Ore-
gon between 2010 and 2012 from 69.1 percent to 72.4 percent. There are, however, 
large differences in high school graduation rates across racial and ethnic groups. For 
example, four out of five Asian students in the class of 2010 graduated from high 
school in five years, compared to less than two-thirds of African-American, American 
Indian/Native Alaskans and Hispanic students. Because the state only began collect-
ing cohort graduation rate data in 2009, it is not possible to know the longer-term 
trends on these rates. Over the three years for which data are available, however, 
there is evidence of increasing graduation rates across all racial/ethnic groups. Al-
though in the case of some of minorities (African-American, Multiracial and Hispanic 
students) these increases are large and some minorities are making progress, the 
gap between the highest and lowest rates has not decreased. The gap in 2010 was 
25.3 percentage points; in 2012, it was 26.8 percentage points, indicating that racial 
disparities in graduation rates persisted. The data also indicate that American Indi-
PEoPlE
oregonians have become better educated and 
healthier, but some have lagged behind.
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Figure 13: Oregon High School Graduation Rates (Percent, 5-year cohort), 2010-2012. Source: Oregon Department of Education
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an/Native Alaskan high school students 
have been left behind, while students 
in other racial and ethnic groups have 
seen at least moderate improvement. 
Adult educational attainment has been im-
proving since 1990.
The percent of adults with high school 
education or less fell from 18.5 per-
cent in 1990 to about 11 percent in 
2007-2011.
In the same period, the percent of 
adults with at least a 2-year degree 
rose from 28 percent to 37 percent and 
those with a 4-year degree or greater 
rose from 21 percent to 29 percent. See 
Figure 14.
Oregon adults and teens have 
made some good health-related 
choices and Oregonians have been 
living longer, but there have been 
continuing disparities in health 
outcomes and concerns about 
trends for prenatal care, low birth-
weight babies, and teen drug use.
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Figure 15: Prenatal Alcohol and Tobacco Use 
in Oregon, 1990-2010. Source: Oregon De-
partment of Human Services, Center for Health 
Statistics
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Figure 16: First Trimester Prenatal Care 
in Oregon, 1990-2011. Source: Oregon De-
partment of Human Services, Center for Health 
Statistics
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Pregnant mothers have sharply reduced use 
of alcohol and tobacco during pregnancy, al-
though many were still not getting prenatal 
care during the early months of pregnancy. 
There has been a sharp reduction in the 
percentage of infants born to mothers 
who reported using alcohol during preg-
nancy, from 5.2 percent in 1990 to 0.7 
percent in 2009. There has also been a 
significant decline in the percentage of 
infants born to mothers reporting using 
tobacco during pregnancy, from 22.2 
percent in 1990 to 11.2 percent in 2010. 
See Figure 15. 
The share of pregnant mothers getting 
prenatal care in the first trimester of preg-
nancy has experienced relatively large 
fluctuations in recent years, and shows no 
discernable trend. See Figure 16.
During the 2000s, about one in 16 Oregon 
babies was born below the recommended 
birth weight, a rate that has varied greatly 
across racial and ethnic groups. 
There have been large disparities in 
both the rates of low birth-weight 
across racial and ethnic groups, and in 
the direction of change for these rates. 
The rate of low birth-weight babies in 
2003 among African-Americans (11.6 
percent) was twice the rate among  His-
panics (5.3 percent). African-Americans, 
however, have seen decreases in their 
rates of low birth-weight and  Hispan-
ics have seen increases. Whites, with 
average rates, saw decreases in low 
birth-weight babies; and Asians, with 
slightly above average rates, have seen 
increases. All non-White racial groups 
have rates above the state average, and 
African-American rates, while declining, 
remain the highest. See Figure 17.
The teen pregnancy rate has declined very 
substantially during the past two decades, 
but there have been great disparities in 
rates among racial and ethnic groups. 
Several different measures track teen 
pregnancy, and all measures indicate a 
downward trend since 1990. One indi-
cator is the rate of pregnancy per 1,000 
females age 15-17. Using this indicator, 
the teen pregnancy rate dropped from 
52.2 per thousand in 1990 to 16.6 per 
thousand in 2007–11. See Figure 18.
Another indicator reports the pregnan-
cy rate across a wider age range that 
includes younger teenage girls. The Or-
egon Center for Health Statistics reports 
the pregnancy rate (including pregnan-
cies and induced terminations) among 
females age 10-17.  This indicator shows 
the 3-year aggregate teen pregnancy 
rate dropping from 1.9 percent of girls 
age 10-17 in 1990–92 to 0.9 percent in 
2008–10. See Figure 19.
The Oregon Center for Health Statistics 
reports this indicator by race/ethnicity. 
The declining trend in teen pregnancies 
was relatively consistent across racial and 
ethnic groups, but there were wide dispar-
ities in teen pregnancy rates across these 
groups. In the most recent statistics, rates 
for African-Americans, Hispanics and 
American Indians/Native Alaskans were 
more than double those for Whites and 
more than 5 times the rates for Asian/
Pacific Islanders.
Use of alcohol and cigarettes by 8th grad-
ers in Oregon fluctuated in the 2000s. 
Eighth-grader use of illegal drugs increased 
by about 50 percent.
The percentage of 8th graders who re-
ported using alcohol in the previous 30 
days has fluctuated between 23 and 32 
percent over the 2000–2009 period. 
The percentage of 8th graders who re-
ported using cigarettes in the previous 
30 days declined from 13 percent to 9 
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Figure 19: Teen Pregnancy Rates in Oregon (Percent of 10-17 Year-Old Girls), 1990-2010. Source: Oregon Department of Human Services, Center 
for Health Statistics
Figure 18: Teen Pregnancy Rates in Oregon 
(among 15-17 Year-Old Girls), 1990-2011. 
Source: Oregon Department of Human Services, 
Center for Health Statistics
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percent between 2000 and 2005, but 
increased to 10 percent in 2009. Final-
ly, the percentage of 8th graders who 
reported using illegal drugs in the previ-
ous 30 days increased from 13 percent 
to 18 percent between 2000 and 2009. 
See Figure 20.
While smoking by Oregon adults declined 
between 2002–05 and 2006–09, most 
Oregonians reported not getting enough 
exercise or eating the recommended 
amounts of vegetables.
The percentage of adults who smoked 
cigarettes decreased from 20.4 percent 
to 17.1 percent between 2002 and 2009. 
However, only about half of Oregon 
adults meet the U.S. Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC) recom-
mendations for physical activity, and 
only about one quarter of Oregon adults 
eat the recommended five or more serv-
ings of vegetables each day. Rates for 
both exercise and diet showed little im-
provement over time. See Figure 21.
The traffic fatality rate in Oregon has been 
cut almost in half in the last two decades.
Highway safety has improved dramati-
cally in Oregon since 1996, when there 
were 526 fatalities (a rate of 16.2 traffic 
fatalities per 100,000 population). In 
2011, there were only 331 fatalities (a 
rate of 8.7 traffic fatalities per 100,000 
people). See Figure 22.
Mortality rates have declined for all age 
groups since 1990. The most dramatic 
declines have been for those 65 and older 
and for the age 0-4 population. 
The mortality rate for 65-74 year-olds 
declined from 25 per 1,000 to 18 per 
1,000  over the same time period. The 
mortality rate for those 0-4 years of 
age declined from 2.2 per 1,000 popu-
lation in 1990 to 1.3 per 1,000 in 2011. 
See Figures 23 and 24.
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Figure 20: Percent of 8th Graders in Ore-
gon Who Reported Using Alcohol, Tobacco, 
or Illegal Drugs in the Previous 30 Days, 
2000-2009. Source: Oregon Department of 
Human Services, Office of Alcohol and Drug 
Abuse Programs
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Figure 21: Percent of Oregon Adults Who 
Smoke, Do Recommended Physical Activity, 
and Eat Recommended Vegetable Servings, 
2002-2009. Source: Oregon Health Authority, 
Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System
1996
2000
2011
16.2/
100,000
13.2/
100,000
8.7/
100,000
Figure 22: Oregon Traffic Fatalities/100,000 
Population, 1996-2011. Source: National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration
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Figure 23: Mortality Rate for 65-74 Year-Olds 
in Oregon, 1990–2011. Source: Oregon De-
partment of Human Services, Center for Health 
Statistics
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Figure 24: Mortality Rate for 0-4 Year-Olds 
in Oregon, 1990-2011. Source: Oregon De-
partment of Human Services, Center for Health 
Statistics
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Arrest rates for crimes against persons and property declined more than 35 
percent between 1990 and 2010, and arrests for behavioral crimes peaked in 
2000 but have declined almost 25 percent since 2000.
Crimes are reported in three major categories: crimes against persons, crimes 
against property, and behavioral crimes. Crimes against persons include willful 
murder, negligent homicide, rape, other sex crimes, kidnapping, robbery, ag-
gravated assault and simple assault. Crimes against property include burglary, 
larceny, motor vehicle theft, arson, forgery/counterfeit, fraud, embezzlement, 
stolen property, and vandalism. Behavioral crimes include weapons regulation 
laws, prostitution, drug laws, gambling, offenses against family, DUII, liquor 
laws, disorderly conduct, all other offenses (except traffic), curfew violations, 
and runaway juveniles.
Between 1990 and 2010, arrests for crimes against persons decreased sharply 
(from 8.05 to 4.84 per 1,000 population) as did arrests for crimes against prop-
erty (from 14.1 to 9.0 per 1,000 population). Arrests for behavioral crimes, by 
contrast, increased between 1990 and 2000 before declining sharply between 
2000 and 2010 (from 31.7 to 24.1 per 1,000 population). See Figure 25.
Juvenile arrest rates showed a similar pattern, but declined even more sharply 
between 1990 and 2010. Arrest rates of juveniles for crimes against persons 
declined by almost half over this period, from 5.4 to 2.8 per 1,000 individuals 
under 18. Juvenile arrest rates for crimes against property declined by more 
than half, from 21.6 to 9.6 per 1,000 individuals under 18. Arrests for behavior-
al crimes increased from 22.6 per 1,000 individuals under 18 in 1990 to 26.7 in 
2000 before declining to 17.8 in 2010. See Figure 26.
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oregon arrest rates have decreased overall, but 
incarceration rates were higher for some minorities.
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Figure 25: Total Arrest Rates in Oregon (Per Thousand), 1990-2010. 
Source: Oregon Criminal Justice Commission
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Figure 26: Juvenile Arrest Rates in Oregon (Per Thousand), 1990-
2010. Source: Oregon Criminal Justice Commission
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The child abuse rate in Oregon has 
increased slightly since 2000.
Approximately 1.3 out of every 1,000 
children under 18 years of age have 
been reported as victims of child abuse 
or neglect. See Figure 27.
African-Americans in Oregon have 
been incarcerated at a rate that 
was more than their share of the 
population. 
The index of incarceration for each 
race/ethnic group is the ratio of the 
race/ethnicity’s share of inmate pop-
ulation divided by the race/ethnicity’s 
share of the total population. An in-
dex value greater than 1 indicates 
that a particular race/ethnic group is 
incarcerated at a rate that is dispro-
portionately higher than their share 
of the population. Higher indices in-
dicate greater disproportionality. In 
2011, African-Americans were incar-
cerated at a rate that was 5 times 
more than their share of the popula-
tion. See Figure 28.
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Figure 27: Child Abuse and Neglect Rates 
Children in Oregon, 2000-2011. Oregon De-
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Figure 28: Index of Proportionality of Incarceration in Oregon by Race/Ethnicity, 2011. 
Source: Oregon Department of Corrections
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Tracking progress relative to Oregon’s natural environment is challenging. There 
are few good indicators of the quality of Oregon’s natural resource base that 
have been collected consistently over time. Some environmental indicators, such 
as air quality, vary greatly from year to year, making it difficult to discern whether 
progress is being made. And it is difficult to assess some environmental changes. 
The accounting systems for tracking the benefits and costs of changes in re-
source use are not well developed because many benefits and costs of preserved 
natural resources and clean air and water are difficult to measure and accrue 
over long time horizons. 
In this section, we focus on four environmental quality and natural resource use in-
dicators: (1) changes in the amount of solid waste going to landfills; (2) air quality; 
(3) changes in forest harvest; and (4) changes in nonfederal land use. Because the 
last two indicators, particularly, have strong environmental and economic effects, 
there may be disagreement about whether they are primarily economic or envi-
ronmental indicators. As noted in the introduction, we follow the Progress Board 
practice of classifying them with environmental indicators. Similarly, because these 
changes affect different economic or demographic groups and communities differ-
ently, there may be disagreement about whether or not the observed changes in 
these indicators are desirable. 
Oregonians have reduced the waste put into landfills on a per capita basis by 
about one quarter since 2000.
There is a limited amount of land suitable for storing solid waste. Putting solid 
waste into landfills uses up this limited resource and incinerating solid waste uses 
other resources and generates air pollution. Reducing the amount of solid waste 
put into landfills or incinerated is an indicator of progress in environmental man-
agement. As illustrated in Figure 29, since 2000, Oregonians have reduced the 
pounds of solid waste land-filled or incinerated from 1,667 pounds per person to 
1,264 pounds per person. These reductions may be due to declines in waste gener-
ated or increases in recycling.
Oregonians in some communities have been exposed multiple times per year to 
air that is unhealthy for sensitive groups.
The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality monitors air quality and tracks 
the number of days the outdoor air in monitored locations is considered unhealthy 
according to the traditional National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The Air Qual-
ity Index used to make this determination addresses six air pollutants: 1) carbon 
monoxide, 2) ozone, 3) particulate matter, 4) nitrogen dioxide, 5) sulfur dioxide, and 
6) lead. National standards are set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) at a level that is protective of the most sensitive population groups. Sen-
16671617
1264
1990 2000 2011
Figure 29: Pounds of Waste Landfilled in 
Oregon, Per Capita, 1990-2011. Source: Ore-
gon Department of Environmental Quality, Land 
Quality Division
EnvIronmEnt and natural 
rEsourcEs
Resource use decisions in oregon have led 
to greatly reduced timber harvests, slow loss of 
farmland and less solid waste.
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Figure 30. Number of Days Per Year in Which 
Air Quality Is Considered Unhealthy for Sen-
sitive Groups in Oregon, 2000-2011. Source: 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, 
Air Quality Division
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sitive groups are those who are more 
susceptible to the harmful effects of 
air pollution, including children, the 
elderly and chronically ill individuals. 
The air quality indicator we report is 
the sum across all monitored counties 
of the number of days per year that air 
quality was unhealthy in the county for 
these sensitive groups. A larger number 
indicates that more counties had more 
unhealthy air quality days for that year.
Figure 30 illustrates that there was 
great year-to-year variation in the num-
ber of county-days with unhealthy air 
for sensitive groups. The number varies 
between 14 and 55 in the years report-
ed here, indicating that air pollution 
continues to expose sensitive groups to 
unhealthy air. Although air quality can 
be a concern in rural areas, most of re-
ported days with unhealthy air occur in 
the metropolitan areas.
The amount of timber harvested annu-
ally in Oregon has been cut almost in 
half in the past two decades, as Feder-
al land management plans increased 
protections for old-growth forests.
Changes in natural resource use affect 
both the environment and the econ-
omy. Reduced timber harvests are 
associated with improved water qual-
ity, reduced soil erosion, protection 
of endangered species, and increased 
carbon sequestration. Reduced timber 
harvests are also linked to forest fires 
and insect infestations in some forest 
ecosystems that have negative environ-
mental effects, There is much debate 
about the overall environmental impact 
of reduced harvests. Reduced timber 
harvests also have, as noted above, 
significant economic implications for 
people and communities. 
The Federal government owns half (53 
percent) of the land in Oregon (see 
Gorte, Vincent, Hansen & Rosenblum, 
Federal Land Ownership: Overview and 
Data, Washington DC: Congressional 
Research Service, 2012), so Federal 
management decisions about land use 
are a dominant factor in determining 
land and water use and environmen-
tal quality in this state. Federal forest 
policy in the Pacific Northwest has 
been a source of much debate since 
at least the 1980s when forest man-
agement policy began to work toward 
a different balance between habitat 
protection and harvesting timber on 
Federal lands. The Northwest Forest 
Plan (NWFP), put into place in 1994, 
established a new forest management 
framework that shifted 11 million 
acres of federal forestland from timber 
production to old-growth forest protec-
tion. This new management framework 
dramatically altered the size and own-
ership composition of timber harvests 
in Oregon. See Figure 31.
After reaching a peak of over 8 billion 
board feet (BBF) in the late 1980s, to-
tal timber harvest declined in Oregon 
to about 6.2 billion board feet in 1990. 
Prior to 1990, the Federal government 
was usually the lead source of timber 
in Oregon, in most years supplying 
slightly more than private forests.
In the early 1990s, the Federal gov-
ernment changed its management 
objectives and harvest plans. Total har-
vests in Oregon were reduced from 6.2 
billion board feet in 1990 to 3.9 billion 
board feet in 2000 as the two federal 
forest agencies – the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) and the U.S. Forest 
Service (USFS) – drastically reduced 
their harvests. The Federal harvest 
went from 2.7 BBF in 1990 to 328 
million board feet in 2000. The other 
timber owners (private industrial and 
nonindustrial forest sector, the Native 
American forest industry and the state 
and local government forests) reduced 
their harvests by a much smaller 
amount (from 3.5 billion board feet to 
2.8 billion board feet). 
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Figure 31: Oregon Timber Harvest, in Billions 
of Board Feet, 1990-2010. Source: Oregon De-
partment of Forestry
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Figure 32: Proportion of Non-Federal Land That Is in Different Uses in Oregon, 1994-2009. 
Source: US Forest Service
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Oregon has been slowly losing 
farmland, forestland and rangeland 
to urban and low-density residential 
uses.
Oregon land use laws have created a 
system for managing nonfederal land 
use change that seeks to balance re-
source protection and use of land for 
residential, industrial and municipal 
purposes. Changes in land use are an 
indicator of how this balance is being 
struck. In 1994, 94 percent of non-
federal land was in wildland forest, 
wildland range, mixed forest/agricul-
ture, mixed range/agriculture, and 
intensive agriculture uses. As illus-
trated in Figure 32, between 1994 and 
2009, this share declined by about 
0.5 percentage points. This land was 
converted to low-density residential 
(increasing from 4.2 to 4.5 percent) 
and urban (1.6 to 1.9 percent) uses. 
Data from the National Land Cover 
Database (NLCD) suggest that this 
rate of conversion is slower than the 
national conversion rate. Using a dif-
ferent set of land classifications and a 
different time period, NLCD estimates 
that the percent of the nation in ur-
ban areas (land in the “developed” 
land cover classification that includes 
low-density residential) increased 
from 2.83 percent in 1992 to 5.46 per-
cent in 2006 (see http://www.mrlc.
gov/nlcd92_stat.php).
Data from the USDA National Agri-
cultural Statistics Service corroborate 
the findings above, indicating a slow 
loss of farmland. These data show the 
proportion of land in farms declining 
from 28.7 percent in 1992 to 26.7 per-
cent in 2007. See Figure 33.
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Figure 33: Percent of Oregon Land in Farms, 
1992-2007. Source: USDA National Agriculture 
Statistics Service Census of Agriculture
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movIng Forward
Over the past quarter century, Oregon has seen some significant changes in 
its economy, people and communities, environment and natural resource use. 
Between 1990 and 2010:
• Oregon’s share of the nation’s population and employment grew;
• Oregonians became better educated and healthier;
• Oregon arrest rates for crime came down overall; and
• Oregonians reduced the generation of solid waste for landfills and incinerators.
There are indications, however, that this progress was not shared equally by all 
Oregonians, and some economic, social and environmental indicators reveal issues 
of continuing concern. 
• Inequality has increased and some are worse off: per capita income declined rela-
tive to the nation, average wages per job stagnated, and unemployment, poverty 
and inequality increased substantially.
• Some population groups (African-Americans, American Indians/Native Alaskans 
and Hispanics) lagged behind in educational attainment as they graduated from 
high school at lower rates.
• Incarceration rates were disproportionately high for African-Americans.
• Air quality has been unhealthy for some sensitive groups multiple days per year 
in some communities.  
And there have been important changes in land management and land use in 
Oregon.
• Timber harvests have declined in Oregon.
• A small share of Oregon’s farmland, forestland and rangeland has been slowly 
converted to urban and residential uses.
This report attempts to build on the legacy of the Oregon Progress Board in track-
ing Oregon’s progress toward a more sustainable and equitable economy and 
society. Moving forward requires more than merely understanding these trends 
and continuing to monitor them. It requires thoughtful and concerted action to 
identify opportunities and reduce barriers for all Oregonians, and particularly those 
who have not shared proportionally in the fruits of past progress. 
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This appendix reviews two efforts to track Oregon’s progress on economic, social and 
environmental goals.
Oregon Progress Board and Oregon Shines 
The explicit theory of change underlying the tracking of indicators and linking the 
goals, articulated in the 2001 Benchmarks report, was the “Circle of Prosperity:” 
• “A clean, appealing environment, a talented workforce and responsive public ser-
vices will attract and find a base for… 
• diverse, value-adding industries that provide well-paying jobs which will… 
• create job and business opportunities for Oregonians, reducing poverty and crime 
[and] generate revenues for excellent schools and quality public schools and qual-
ity public services and facilities [resulting in] … 
• a clean, appealing environment, a talented workforce and responsive public ser-
vices…….” 
See Figure A1.
In 2009, the Oregon Progress Board issued its last report, Achieving the Oregon Shines 
Vision HIGHLIGHTS: 2009 Benchmark Report to the People of Oregon. In this report, the 
OPB graded Oregon’s progress by tracking 91 “benchmarks” over the previous 
decade, indicating how well or poorly the indicator was moving toward targets es-
tablished in Oregon Shines. For the state of Oregon, the 2009 Benchmark Report 
used 158 indicators to track these 91 Benchmarks. These 91 Benchmarks were or-
ganized into seven Benchmark categories under three goals: Economy and Education 
under the “Quality Jobs for all Oregonians” goal; Civic Engagement, Social Support and 
Public Safety, under the “Engaged, Sharing and Safe Communities” goal, and Built Envi-
ronment and Natural Environment under the “Healthy Sustainable Surroundings” goal. 
Where possible, the report also indicated how the state ranked nationally on any 
indicator (and compared to neighboring Washington state), and identified notable 
improvements and concerns. 
...diverse, value-adding
industries that provide
well-paying jobs.
...create job and business
opportunities for Oregonians,
reducing poverty and crime.
 ...generate revenues for excellent
schools and quality public schools and
quality public services and facilities
which 
results
in...
...which will
attract and find
a base for…
A clean, appealing environment,
a talented workforce and
responsive public services
+
which
will...
Figure A1. Oregon Progress Board Circle of Prosperity. Source: Oregon Progress Board, 2001
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Review of previous oregon Indicators efforts
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Sources:  
Oregon Progress Board. (2001) Achiev-
ing the Oregon Shines Vision: The 2001 
Benchmark Performance Report, Highlights, 
Salem: Oregon Progress Board, March.
Oregon Progress Board. (2003a). The 2003 
Benchmark Performance Report. Salem, 
OR: Oregon Progress Board, March.
Oregon Progress Board. (2003b). Oregon 
Benchmarks County Data Book. Salem: 
Oregon Progress Board. November.
Oregon Progress Board. (2005). Achiev-
ing the Oregon Shines Vision: The 2005 
Benchmark Performance Report. Salem: 
Oregon Progress Board. April.
Oregon Progress Board. (2009).  Achiev-
ing the Oregon Shines Vision HIGHLIGHTS: 
2009 Benchmark Report to the People of 
Oregon. Salem: Oregon Progress Board. 
February.
Greater Portland Pulse
Interest in tracking indicators of progress, 
however, continues in Oregon. In early 
2010, the Greater Portland Vancouver 
Indicators project was organized to de-
velop and track regional indicators about 
the economy, education, health, safety, 
the arts, civic engagement, environment, 
housing and transportation. This ef-
fort evolved into Greater Portland Pulse 
[GPP], a partnership led by Portland State 
University’s Institute of Portland Metro-
politan Studies and METRO, an elected 
regional government serving citizens of 
Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington 
Counties. Greater Portland Pulse, accord-
ing to its website, “uses both data and 
dialogue to encourage coordinated action 
for better results across the region.” The 
project engages citizens in the Greater 
Portland region (Clackamas, Multnomah, 
and Washington Counties in Oregon, and 
Clark County in Washington) in identi-
fying indicators and collecting data to 
track social, environmental and economic 
well-being for the four-county region on 
nine topics: Economic Opportunity; Educa-
tion; Healthy People; Safe People; Arts and 
Culture; Civic Engagement; Healthy, Natural 
Environment; Housing and Communities; and 
Access and Mobility. For each of the topics, 
Greater Portland Pulse identifies desired 
outcomes, indicators and drivers. As of 
December 2012, there were 64 indicators 
for the nine topics (and 19 “developmen-
tal indicators” under development, the 
majority of which are related to Arts and 
Culture and Civic Engagement). Some of 
the indicators in the Environment and Ac-
cess topics are important for urban places 
but not appropriate for rural areas.
GPP has developed the “Circle of Well-Be-
ing” as its theory of change in its first 
report, The Path to Economic Prosperity: 
Equity and the Education Imperative: “The 
region needs human, social, natural and 
physical capital to attract good employers 
and jobs to the area. This gives people the 
economic opportunity to achieve better 
outcomes, such as higher incomes, which 
increase public revenues, and improved 
levels of health, which decrease demand 
on public services. Stronger private and 
public service, such as excellent educa-
tion, well-planned communities and a 
well-managed, functional natural envi-
ronment, can then emerge to further 
sustain the region’s capital.” 
The Circle of Well-Being embraces the 
importance of equity as a sustainable 
growth strategy for the region: “….[M]et-
ropolitan regions prosper in the long run 
when they address the educational, eco-
nomic and other needs of people of color 
and low income. Equitable access to eco-
nomic opportunity requires equitable 
access to not only jobs, but to education, 
health, safety, the arts, civic engage-
ment, the natural environment, quality 
housing and transportation.” (Greater 
Portland Pulse, 2011). See Figure A2.
For each of the topics, Greater Portland 
Pulse identifies desired outcomes, in-
dicators and drivers. For example, for 
Economic Opportunity there are three 
desired outcomes: Individual and Fam-
ily Prosperity, Business Prosperity, and 
Community Prosperity. For the Individual 
and Family Prosperity outcome, for ex-
ample, there are six indicators: average 
wage per job, the wage distribution, per 
capita income, the unemployment rate, 
the self-sufficiency rate and the child 
poverty rate. For each of these indica-
tors, various “drivers” are identified. The 
Greater Portland Pulse website provides 
both an extensive set of data visualiza-
tion alternatives (bar charts, line graphs, 
and maps) for understanding levels and 
changes in the indicators, and documen-
tation for each indicator. The website 
also provides opportunities for feedback 
and entering one’s own data.
Source:  
Greater Portland Pulse. (2011). Greater 
Portland Pulse: The Path to Economic Pros-
perity: Equity and the Education Imperative. 
Portland: Greater Portland Pulse. July.
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  natural environment
which helps
to sustain...
attracts...
which helps
people
achieve...
which increases
revenues and
decreases demand
for public services
leading to...
THE REGION’S CAPITAL
• Human (educated, healthy and safe)
• Social (arts and culture, civic engagement)
• Natural (healthy environment)
• Physical (transportation, housing,
   and communities)
Figure A2. Greater Portland Pulse Circle of Well-being. Source: Greater Portland Pulse, 2011
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aPPEndIx B
Comprehensive list of top Indicators
HeALTHy ecOnOmy
economy
i. Per capita personal income as a percent of 
the US per capita income (US=100 percent)
ii. Ratio of mean annual income
iii. Modified Palma Index
iv. Minority income as a  percent of White 
income
v. Poverty rate
vi. Child poverty rate
vii. Unemployment rate (overall and by race/
ethnicity)
viii. Total employment (# of employed)
ix. Labor force participation rate (overall and 
by race/ethnicity)
x. Net job loss/growth, per 1,000 population
xi. Number/percent of businesses that are 
women or minority owned
xii. Childcare slots, per 100 children under 13
xiii. Average annual payroll per covered worker 
(in 2006 dollars)
xiv. Employment concentration in professional 
services, relative to the US concentration 
(US=100 percent)
xv. Teens not in school and not working
xvi. Proportion of people with disabilities who 
are employed
education
i. Percent of 3 to 4 year olds enrolled in 
school
ii. Percent of children entering school ready-
to-learn
iii. Percentage of 3rd graders who met reading 
requirement
iv. Percentage of 3rd graders who met math 
requirement
v. Percentage of 8th graders who met reading 
requirement
vi. Percentage of 8th graders who met math 
requirement
vii. High school dropout rate (overall and by 
race/ethnicity)
viii. 4 year high school completers (overall and 
by race/ethnicity)
ix. 5 year high school completers (overall and 
by race/ethnicity)
x. Percent of adults with less than high school 
education
xi. Percentage of adults with high school edu-
cation
xii. Percentage of adults with 2-year degree
xiii. Percentage of adults with 4-year degree
HeALTHy PeOPLe & cOmmunITIeS
community capacity
i. Voter turnout
ii. Property tax imposed per household
iii. State and local spending per capita
iv. Number of registered nonprofit organizations
v. Total revenue of registered nonprofits per 
capita
Housing
i. Home ownership rate (based on total popu-
lation count)
ii. Home ownership rate (estimate)
iii. Percentage of households in housing cost 
burden
Healthy People
i. Percentage of adults with health insurance
ii. Percentage of babies born to mothers 
receiving pre-natal care
iii. Percent of 2-year-olds adequately immunized
iv. Percent of infants born to mothers using 
alcohol
v. Percentage of infants born to mothers 
using tobacco
vi. Pregnancy rate per 1,000 females aged 15-
17 (overall and by race/ethnicity)
vii. Percentage of infants born with normal 
birthweight (overall and by race/ethnicity)
viii. Percentage of 8th graders who reported 
using alcohol in the previous 30 days
ix. Percentage of 8th graders who reported 
using tobacco in the previous 30 days
x. Percentage of 8th graders who reported 
using illegal drugs in the previous 30 days
xi. Percentage of seniors living independently
xii. Percent of adults who smoke cigarettes
xiii. Access to recreational facilities per capita
xiv. Percent of adults who could not see doctor 
due to cost
xv. Physical activity age adjusted  percent
xvi. Percent of adults who eat recommended 
amounts of fruits and vegetables
xvii. Incidence of HIV per 1,000
xviii. Mortality rate by age, per 1,000 population
xix. Years of life lost before age 70, per 1,000 
population
xx. Traffic fatalities per capita
xxi. Estimated percent of individuals who are 
food insecure
xxii. Estimated percent of individuals who are 
food insecure with hunger
xxiii. Estimated percent of children who are food 
insecure
Safety
i. Child abuse rate
ii. Arrest rate for crime against person
iii. Arrest rate for crime against property
iv. Arrest rate for behavior crime
v. Juvenile arrest rate for crime against person
vi. Juvenile arrest rate for crime against property
vii. Juvenile arrest rate for behavior crime
viii. Overrepresentation of people of color incar-
cerated
HeALTHy envIrOnmenT
Built environment
i. Percent of water systems that meet high 
quality standards
ii. Percent of small towns with water systems 
that meet high quality standards
iii. Pounds of waste landfilled, per capita
iv. Number of environmental cleanup sites 
with known or potential contamination 
from hazardous substances on Confirmed 
Release List
v. Number of leaking underground storage 
tanks in active cleanup
natural environment
i. Number of days in cities air is unhealthy for 
sensitive groups
ii. Number of days in cities air is unhealthy for 
all groups
iii. Number of impaired (303d listed) lakes 
within county
iv. Number of impaired (303d listed) stream 
reaches within county
v. Proportion of land in farms
vi. Total timber harvest (1,000s of board feet)
vii. Timber harvest by industry (1,000s of board 
feet)
viii. Timber harvest by other private (1,000s of 
board feet)
ix. Timber harvest by Native American (1,000 s 
of board feet)
x. Timber harvest by state public (1,000s of 
board feet)
xi. Timber harvest by BLM (1,000s of board 
feet)
xii. Timber harvest by USFS (1,000s of board 
feet)
xiii. Timber harvest by other public (1,000s of 
board feet)
xiv. Proportion of non-federal land that is Wild-
land Forest, Wildland Range, Mixed Forest/
Agriculture, Mixed Range/Agriculture, 
Intensive Agriculture, Low-Density Residen-
tial, and Urban
CReAte CustomIzed RepoRts to leARn About 
the topICs thAt most InteRest you,
whether it’s education, the economy, health, or the environment! 
See how individual counties compare to each other 
or to the state as a whole, 
or compare urban counties to rural counties.
To explore the indicators and create your own reports, visit the TOP Indicators website 
at http://oe.oregonexplorer.info/rural/communitiesreporter/top_indicators.aspx
The missiOn Of 
The OregOn cOmmuniTy fOundaTiOn 
is TO imPrOve life in OregOn and 
PrOmOTe effecTive PhilanThrOPy.
www.oregoncf.org
rural sTudies PrOgram
http://ruralstudies.oregonstate.edu/
exTensiOn service
http://extension.oregonstate.edu/
http://oe.oregonexplorer.info/rural/communitiesreporter/top_indicators.aspx
